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PREFACE 
Many problem s arise out of the growth of the king-
dom of Christ. In the first days of the church, the 
congregat ion at J er usa lem was called upon to solve the 
feeding of the thousands who were baptized. They did so 
in the framework of the divine pattern. After nin etee n 
·centuri es, the prob lem of expansion is still with us. From 
the few men who over one hund red years ago called for 
the restoratio n of primitiv e Christianity, the church now 
has grown to upward of 20,000 congregations in many 
lands. All of thi s has been done without gia nt schemes, 
or broth erhood wide projects, and in spite of those who 
were not content to abide by the simple organization of 
the New Testa ment . The probl em arises again in our 
tim e. Great plans are set forth that involve far more 
than th e local church. Th e means and methods of New 
Testament expa nsion are again und er fire . 
Ear l West is pr epared to write on "Congregational 
Cooperation" as are few men of our generation. Known 
for years for his knowledge of the Bible and his sound-
ness in the faith, he has lived and worked in Indiana 
where depart ur es in organization by the Digress ive 
church have had full effect . Att ending Butl er Univ ersity, 
he has seen the tragedy of such a cours e. Brother West 
is also the author of two great volumes on the history of 
the restoration . In th ese works, ca lled THE SEARC H 
FOR THE ANCIENT ORDER, he has not only traced 
but exposed the folly of leav ing the pattern. He is now 
a member of the faculty of Fr eed-Hardeman College in 
Henderso n, Tennessee. He has repeatedly appeared on 
the "lectureships" of every college among our people. By 
no flight of the imagination can he be called anything 
but one of the truest preachers and finest thinkers in the 
church today. Th e message he ha s for th e saints of God 
on the following pages needs to be studied care fully by 
all. It is my wish th at this tr act will find its way into 
many hom es an d that the truth it contains may find its 
,vay into many hear ts . 
Yours for truth, 
JAMES P. MILLER 
Tamp a, Florida 
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Congregational Cooperation 
A Historical Study 
The attempt to return to the primitive order of things 
in religion has not been made without facing some serious 
problems . At times ,these have appeared to be insur-
mountabl e obstacles. Th e problem faced over the past · 
one hundred and fifty years by our brethren have caused 
alienation, division, bitterness, and discouragement. Some 
of these questions that were raised in the earlier days have 
been answered and are now seldom discussed. Principles 
involved in other questions have been kept alive and lie 
basically beneath some of the misunderstandings of today. 
The question of congregational cooperation is not 
only one of the earliest to arise in the restoration move-
ment, but one of the liveliest from the days of Alexander 
Campbell to the present. How may congregations coop-
erate to do the work of the Lord? This question lay 
beneath th e whole problem of the missionary society. For 
forty years this subject was discussed with keen acrimony, 
the Gospel Advocate leading the way in opposing this 
hum an organization. But the question of how congrega-
tions can cooperate to do the work of the Lord is still as 
much alive today as ever. 
It is the intention of this article and a series to follow 
to set forth in condensed form the highlights of the con-
gr egational cooperation controversy. The author hopes 
that he can be entirely objective and honest in this study. 
His only purpose is to furnish a historical background 
for the present-day problems with a desire that this may 
become a vantage ground from which the whole problem 
may be surveyed. It is hoped that no one will imagine 
that th e author writes from any feeling of malice or 
vindictiveness. He is angry with no one, knows of no 
personal enemies , so writes from no feeling of ill will . 
His earnest desire is that these articles may challenge us 
to think, for normally problems can be better answered 
when th ey are faced frankly than when they are ignored, 
despit e th e sometimes unpleasant consequences. 
Three Answers To One Question 
How many congregations of the Lord cooperate in 
the Lord's work? Historically this questions has been 
answered in three ways . 
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One answer given by brethren in the early days of 
the restoration movement was that congregations could 
cooperate only through the organization of additional 
bodies, constit ut ed of members or delegates of the local 
congregations. District and state cooperation meetings 
were held. Delegates or messengers from each local 
church attended. Presidents and secretaries of these 
organi~ations were elected. Evangelists were appointed 
and sent out by the Cooperation organization. There is a 
close resemblance in this to the Bapti st Associations, out 
of which many of the earlier members of the church had 
come. Theoretically at least, congregations were left 
en tirely free; the cooperation organization applied no 
dictatorship policies. These organizations furnished the 
means through which the local congregations, by their 
messengers and representatives, could cooperate. The 
logical outcome of this type of organized cooperation was 
the American Christian Missionary Society formed in 
Cincinnati in October, 1849, of which Alexander Campbell 
was the first president. 
A second type of cooperation was generally found in 
Texas after the Civil War. Largely through the influence 
of Carroll Kendrick, "State Meetings" were begun. They 
were held usually at a place designated a year in advance. 
A local congregation was appointed, through which the 
other churches could do their mission work . F or several 
years the churc h at Sherman ass um ed the responsibility 
of sponsoring a missionary in the field. Other congrega-
tions aided this church in the field. There was perhaps 
as little human machinery connected with this type of 
cooperation as could be found for that day. But Texas . 
became filled with people from the East. Soon there was 
a demand for more machinery that resulted finally in the 
establishment of the Texas State Missionary Society in 
1886. Before this the elders of a local congregation acted 
"as a receiving, managing and disbursing evangelizing 
committee," to use a descriptive phrase of Carroll 
Kendrick' s. In short, a way was provided for the church 
uni versa l to act-through the elders of a local congrega -
tion. 
Th e third type of congregationa l cooperation is more 
difficult to describe, and the concept behind it was much 
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slower 1n deveioping. The chief promoter was .David 
Lipscomb. It was the belief that the congregations of the 
Lord, in their individual and local and scriptural way was 
true cooperative work . "Every individual in any part of 
the world," wrote Lipscomb, "working in true cooperation 
in these bodies is cooperating with every other." Lips: 
comb's illustrations of his convictions were often drawn 
from farm life, and this was no exception . Two neighbor 
farmers work independ ently. One farmer faces an emer-
gency which he cannot handle alone. He calls in his 
neighbor for aid . "Each, pursuing his own course, coop-
erate." When the emergency is over, no cumbersome 
machinery is left . Lipscomb was convinced that much of 
the controversy over cooperation was due to a lack of 
understanding of what constituted cooperation. Two con-
gregations, although a thousand miles apart, each pur -
suing its own independent course in the work of the Lord, 
are necessarily cooperating. Their work is cooperative . 
As these articles continue, more will be said about 
these concepts. It is enough here to lay before the reader 
these three major viewpoints. The development of them 
will largely concern us in these studies. 
II 
Early Church Cooperation 
The question of how congregations of the Lord may 
cooperate came up very early in the restoration move-
ment. It played a prominent role in delaying until 1835 
a union between the forces of Barton W . Stone and 
Alexander Campbell . The idea of a return to the primi-
tive order of things did not originate with Campbell, for 
Stone had the idea earlier. In dissolving the Springfield 
Presbytery in 1804, Stone set his course toward a com-
plete return to apostolic Christianity. Alexander Camp-
bell's first sermon was not preached until 1810; the Brush 
Run congregation did not become a reality until the 
following year . Even earlier than Stone or Campbell, 
James O'Kelly and Elias Smith were contemplating a 
return to the ancient order-the former in Virginia and 
the latter in New Hampshire. But as the American 
frontier pushed to the west, and pioneer settlements 
sprang up in the basin of the Ohio River, both Stone and 
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Campbell moved with it , each denouncing human creeds 
and strongly advocating unity on the basis of the revealed 
will of God. 
The "Newlight congregations," as Stone' ,s group was 
known, quickly learned of the existence of Campbell and 
the "Reformers," as they were called. In many villages 
congregations existed side by side-the "Newlight" in one 
part of town, and the "Reformers" in another. A com-
parison of their respective beliefs showed that they were 
surprisingly close together. Naturally many brethren in 
both groups wanted to unite their forces, but on a few 
points, some understanding had to be worked out. One of 
these major points was, "How can congregations of the 
Lord cooperate?" 
The "Reformers" were largely out of the Baptist 
background. At the time Stone first became acquainted 
with Campbell, the "Reformers" had organized th Mahon-
ing Baptist Association on the Western Reserve. Baptist 
Associations were theoretically loosely organized groups, 
made up of messengers of the churches. Congregations 
were free to send messengers, or free to refuse to send 
them. The associations were not supposed to have any 
authority over the churches, but simply an expedient 
through which the churches could work. Those who 
believe that Alexander Campbell never sympathized with 
the American Christian Missionary Society may do well 
to remember that Campbell never lost his admiration for 
the theory involved in the Baptist Association in 1830, 
and felt then, and always afterward, that the action dis-
solving the association was inconsiderate. 
When, therefore, a union between the "Newlights" 
and the "Reformers" was first proposed, Stone looked at 
the Mahoning Association and wondered . Twenty years 
earlier he had renounced all human organizations by 
dissolving the Springfield Presbytery. Should the union 
be consummated, would the "Newlights" be called upon 
to work through these organizations? Late in the year, 
1826, Barton Stone began publication of the Christian 
Messenger. The first issue of the paper is significant 
because it carries a discussion over this question between 
Stone and Walter Scott. Stone explained to Scott that his 
brethren were opposed to "Annual Meetings" and "Con-
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:ferences," but Scott defended them. Scott insisted their 
opposition was due to a lack of information . He made it 
dear that he would not quibble over "names," so whether 
they were called "Conferences," "Associations" or "Annual 
Meetings" was no concern to him. He explained that these 
,organizations did not meet for the purpose of legislating 
•or making laws for the church. "I do most sincerely," 
wrote Scott, "and I hope ever shall, contend for the 
absolute independency of the church, as to the complete 
transaction of its own business; and for its want of 
responsibility to any human tribunal whatever." The 
purpose of these annual affairs, Scott pointed out, was 
simply "to worship together, and strengthen the bonds 
of union, to receive and obtain information from the 
different churches, either from their letters or from 
messengers, and attend to their suggestions, and as far 
as in our power comply with their requests; attend to 
ordination, if thought proper, when required by the 
brethren; to arrange our appointments so as to supply 
the destitute churches with preaching; and imitate the 
primitive church by making such requests only as may 
be proper to set things in order." 
Scott made these human organizations look attractive 
enough. "I would therefore oppose any convocation, the 
object of which is to take from the churches any of their 
sovereign rights and prerogatives, or to legislate in any 
manner whatever for them." Stone agreed that all this 
sounded innocent enough, but he was still convicted that 
the "Reformers" were too much like the Baptists. The 
"advices" given by these associations often spelled doom 
for a congregation when it refused to accept them. The 
fact that three years later Walter Scott led in the move 
to dissolve the Mahoning Association shows the feeling 
,of unrest that prevailed. Five years later the union of 
the "Newlights" and "Reformers" was completed at 
Lexington, Kentucky, but this in no wise settled the issue 
of congregational cooperation. 
Cooperation Meetings 
The dissolving of the Mahoning Association in 1830 
did not put an end to the formation of organizations 
through which the churches could work to cooperate. 
"Cooperation Meetings," fully organized with presidents 
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and corresponding secretaries, sprang up like magic all 
over the brotherhood. The belief continued to prevail that 
these organizations were the answer to the question: 
"How can churches cooperate in the Lord' s work?" Each 
time a new District Cooperation Meeting was organized 
there was a re-affirmation of the purity of its motivei;. 
When, for example, the first Cooperation was organized 
in South Alabama in 1848, Alexander Graham wrot e : 
" .. . . that this meeting was not a court or church of 
appeals from individual congregations, nor had any power 
to coerce the same into obedience to its mandates;-that 
it has no power to pass laws to bind th e individual 
congregations, or to form articles of faith for their 
observance;-that each congregation is sovereign as to 
all matters therein, wh en governing itself by the Bible. 
"That all we can do here is to devise the best ways 
and mean s for propagating the gospel, the congregation 
may carry those plans out or dissent from th en . ... " 
Functioning 
How did these Cooperation Meetings fun ct ion? It 
might be well to noti ce bri efly two of them. A Coopera-
tion Meeting of the Western District of Virginia and the 
neighboring churches of Ohio met at Wheeling on Satur-
day, March 19, 1836. Alexander Campbell was president, 
and Robert Richardson and Joel Martin were secretaries. 
A roll of the messengers was called and each answered. 
Reports were then made of the activities of various 
churches. Among the things discussed were the following: 
That the district embraced by the Coop eratio n was too 
large and should be divided into several. It was also 
decided to restrict the Cooperation to that numb er of 
churches that may be able to sustain evangelists. The 
result was that this District Cooperation Meeting was 
divided into five smaller districts, eac h of which had its 
own meeting once a year, and then sent messengers to a 
larger meeting at Wellsburg. 
Another typical Cooperation Meeting was held in 
Hancock County, Indiana, on Lord's Day, April 17, 1836. 
Brethren from six congregations met at the Sugar Creek 
congregation. Chaney Butler was president and Eddy 
Cole WI\S 13ecretary of this par~ic-Ql?.r Cooper;i,tion ., The 
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Cooperation appointed Peter H. Roberts and Gabriel C. 
McDuffie as evangelists. The six congregations repre-
sented by the Cooperation agreed to sustain them. 
These District Cooperation Meetings were but minia-
ture mission ar y societies, and quite naturally, the fore-
runners of the Am erican Christian Mission ary Society. 
Brethren, schooled in the type of thinking necessary to 
make them belong to these Cooperations, were necessarily 
ardent enthusiasts of a national organization mad e up of 
messengers of the churches, which would do work on a 
much broader scale. It was to be expected that when the 
controversy over the Ameri can Christian Missionary 
Society arose , there also would be involved these District 
and State Cooperat ion Meeti ng s. If the principle involved 
in a national organization were wrong, the principle 
supporting the state or district organizations had to be 
wrong. 
Opposition 
Despite Alexander Campbell's an d the Millennial 
Harbinger's warm support of these Cooperation Meetings, 
some more thoughtful brethren feared the chur ch was 
headed in th e wrong dir ection. T. M. Henl ey, one of the 
hero es of the faith in Virginia wrote to Campbell in 1836: 
" .... It does appear to me th ere is a falling off in some 
measure from what we first set out wit h-'a restoration 
of the ancient gospel and order of things, and a pure 
apostolic speech.' If I am mi stake n in this, it will give 
me pleasure to find it to be so. But it seems to me like 
a departing from the simplicity of the Christian Institu-
tion to ha ve cooperation meeti ngs with presi dents and 
secretaries calling for the messengers of the churches, 
and laying off districts. This was nearly the principle 
upon which th e Baptists began in Old Virgina ( except 
their creed) and it has now become the scourge and curse 
to the peace of society. I am for cooperation too; but 
cooperation, if I understand the term, implies weakness . 
When any one church wishes to send out an evangelist 
and is unable to sustain him in the faith, she may invite 
her sister churches to cooperate ·with her. If the invitation 
is accepted, when the members visit those inviting them 
on a set day, they ought to act as in the house of another 
family. The elders of this congregation preside and state 
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the object for which th ey were invited and th eir inability 
to perform th e work th emselves, and ask th eir ass istance 
and the sum of money wanting. This being ag reed on, 
then all concerned can unit e in selecti ng their eva ngeli st , 
either leaving the arrangement to the eva ngelist or point-
ing out the most suitable ground to be occupied by him-
for one year or the time agr eed on. The congr ega tion 
proposing to cooperate, appoints one of her member s or 
elders to receive all moni es and pay over Quarterly to 
their evangelist what th ey may judge necessary to sustain 
him in the field. This brother's accounrt to be presented 
to the churches cooperating annually. Such is our course, 
and I think there is not the sam e danger of running into 
the popish principles and practices of the sec ts as when 
we have presidents and secretaries-with th eir anathemas 
following . ... " 
In the early days Tenness ee fe ll right in line with 
other congregations and had her District Cooperation 
Meetings. William Lipscomb was once secre tary of the 
Christian Ev angelizing Associ atio n in Tennessee, and 
David Lip scomb was corres ponding secre tary for the 
Mountain Distr ict Cooperation. But when Tolbert 
Fanning began to hav e doubts that these organ izations 
were pleasing to the Lord, he found hims elf at first 
standing almo st alone in his particular sect ion of the 
country. With such men as Benjamin Fr anklin , Alexa nder 
Campbell, D. S. Burn et , John T. John son, Rob ert Richard-
,on, and Walt er Scot t against him , Fanning decide d to 
push ahead cautiously. He attended the first meeti ng of 
the Society in 1849 as an observer purely with th e hop e 
of securing some information that would prove him 
wrong so he could go along with his brethren. But he 
came away disappoint ed. In 1848 he h ad turn ed hi s pap er, 
The Christian Review, over to J. B. F ergu son to edit. 
Editori a lly, F erguson led the Review right along the lin e 
of popular broth er hood sentiment in favor of th e societie s. 
No free discussion of the issue could be forthcoming in 
Tennessee at this tim e. Wh en the pap er collapsed in 1853 
due to Ferguson 's vis ionary spec ulati ons, it prov ed to be 
provid ential. It freed F annin g to establish the Gospel 
Advocate in 1855 and to get a free investigatio n of th e 
matter before the br ethren . 
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Fanning's attitude followed the principle of charity 
so far as it ran parallel to the ,scriptures. "It is well 
understood," he wrote in one of the early issues of the 
Advocate, "tha t for many years I ha ve doubted the · 
pr actica l results of the cooperation in Tennessee, and 
indeed in other st ates , but I have yielded to my brethren 
of age and experience , and I should be willing to yield 
long er , could I conclude it would be to the honor of God." 
"In establishing the 'Gospel Advocate'," he continued, 
"deter min ed by the help of the Lord to give the subject 
of cooperation a thorough examination. I do not pretend 
to say how it has been brought about, but I have for 
years believed that a change must take place in our 
views of cooperation, before we can labor to each other's 
advantage, or to the honor of God." 
It was fortunate for the church in Tennessee that 
Fanning-and Lipsco mb after him-pursued the cautious 
course they did. Had they radically started drawing lines 
of fellowship against all who sympathized with Coopera-
tion Meetings, they not only would have appeared to be 
dictators but would have driv en a large number of their 
brethren from them. As it was, steady, methodical 
teaching brought on the slow but sure death of human 
organizations in Tennessee to do the work of the Lord. 
After the Civil War, Cooper at ion Meetings continued 
but with steadily changing complexion. A "Consultation 
Meeting" was held in Murfreesboro in 1866 to help the 
church es rec uperate from the effect s of the war. But 
there was no human machin ery about it. The invitation 
was given by the elders of the church, and the meeting 
was conduct ed and overseen by them. Even the obnoxious 
tit le, "Cooperation Meeting" was dropped, and "Consul-
tation Meeting" was substituted. So dead were human 
organizations in Tennessee by 1877 that when Samuel 
Kelley, the new preacher for the Vine Street Church in 
Nashville, called a state-wide meeting in the city, it met 
with cool reception. 
The care ful, prayerful, slow and methodical method 
of teaching on the subject paid off. When Moses E. Lard, 
a staunch support er of Missionary Societies, came to 
Murfreesboro around 1870 for a meeting, he remarked 
that he would rather cast his lot with the churches in 
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Tenn essee than any state in the union, and that a purer 
form of apostolic Christianity was practiced here than 
any place in his acquaintance . 
III 
The establishment of the Am er ican Christian Mis-
sionary Society in 1849 was an a tt empt by the "church 
univer sa l" to use its maximum stre ngth for the con-
version of the wor ld to Christ. How may loca l churches 
cooper ate to do the work of the Lord? Th e answer of 
the nationa l Missionary Society was, th e churches can 
best cooperate wh en a hum an organization is formed, 
constituted of delegates of these congregations, and dedi-
cated to the task of pr eaching the gos pel. But the most 
important aspect of th e Am er ican Chr is tian Missionary 
Societ y does not come with a study of the events con-
necte d with it s founding, but rat her with the basic 
th inking, the actual concept s, that were working for a 
decade prior to its esta blishment. So importa nt is this 
analysis that we app roach it with a prayer that God will 
guid e our investigations. 
Church Universal 
No person is capable of under standing the def ense 
for the miss ionary socie ty who does not reca ll first th e 
two concepts of th e church in the New Tes tament-the 
"church univ ersa l" and the "local chu rc h" or congregation. 
The "chu rch parti cular," Campbell defi ned as a "single 
community in a single place," and th e "chur ch univer sa l" 
as the "congregated multitud e of a ll th ese communities." 
A fuller definition of a local congregation, Campbell 
define s as follows: " Church of Christ is a single society 
of believing men and women, sta t edly meeting in one 
pla ce, to wor ship God through one Mediator." Th e church 
univ ers al was made up of all such congr egations the 
world over. 
As Campbell looked at the loca l church, he felt its 
officers were simp ly bishops and deacons. The officers 
of th e chur ch unjv ersal, he cont ended, were apos tl es, 
prophets and eva nge lists, an idea he n o doubt borr owed 
from John Glas of Scot land. Not too mu ch significance is 
to be attached to this "extraordinary" class of officers 
for th ey had littl e to do with hi s concept on the point of 
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the m1ss1onafy society. Campbell's belief that the "evan-
gelist" was an officer, not in a local church, but in the 
church universal, gave birth to the idea of "evangelistic 
oversight" of congregations, later to gain some promi-
nence in certain local areas. What Campbell overlooked, 
however, was the fact that the term, evangelist, does not 
describe an office, but a work. John was called, "the 
Baptist," not because he held such an office, but the term. 
was descriptive of his work. A "preacher" is so-called 
because he "preaches," but a "preacher," merely because 
he is a preach er, is not an officer-in either the church 
local or the church universal. To say that the apostles 
and prophets were officers of the church universal is 
again open to question. These officers were heaven-
appointed, not church-appointed . Peter owed his apostle-
ship to the appointment of no congregation or combination 
of congregations. He was appointed by Christ. Further-
more, these officers were temporary, not permanent. 
Th e important point to be remembered, we believe, 
is that the only officer known to the church universal is 
Christ. He is the Head of the church, the only sovereign 
ruler known by the church universal. It is highly signifi-
cant then, that whenever the church universal begins to 
act, somebody, some organization, or some man, assumes 
the sovereign prerogativ es that belong to Christ. Rome 
claims to be the "Catholic" Church-that is, the church 
universal. Over this church has been set the Pope, who is 
falsely believed to be Christ's viceregent on earth. The 
Pope has assumed the power,• digni.ty ., and authority that 
belongs to Christ alone. Protestant churches have rejected 
the Pope, but they have substituted conferences and 
councils. These legislate for the church, and they assume 
the power, dignity and authority that belongs to Christ. 
The Problem Today 
Out of consideration of these facts, the question 
may be asked: Has God ever intend ed that the church 
univers a l as such, should act? The local congregations, 
each in his own area, acting independently of every other 
and, working under th e oversight of elders, are to work 
to save souls. One of the problems that faces us, even at 
this late date, is to decide whether it was ever God's 
intention that all of the local congregations should bind 
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themselves together in any form by any plan, to do the 
work of the Lord. If it be God's intention , then what is 
the form or plan, or is there one; in short does it make 
any difference? 
Let no one be deceived, for this is the problem the 
brotherhood faces today. The answer of Alexander 
Campbell was that God did intend for the church univ ersa l 
as such to act. He further admitted that God prescribed 
no pl an, and this leaves man free, by his wisdom, to 
devise whatever plan he may deem best. So, Campbell 
established a missionary society. The answer being given 
today is that God did intend for the church universal to 
act through the elders of a local congregation. So, a local 
congregation obligates itself to spend a half-million 
dolla rs in one year for a national radio broadcast, or a 
benevolent institution. Is anyone so naive to suppose that 
this is the work of a local church? A local congregation 
has obligated itself to become the agency through which 1 
the church universal can act. It is not here the intention 
to argue the point, but only to challenge our thinking. 
This is a major problem the brotherhood faces, and no 
one can underestimate the importance of answering it 
correctly. Does God intend for the church universal to 
act in any kind of combination? Yes or no? 
Still other challenging questions may be raised. If 
God did intend for the church univ ersal to act in some 
combination, what is that combination? Campbell's reply 
was that no combination is set forth in the New Testa-
ment ; therefore man is frJe to form any kind of combi-
nation that his own wisdom may dictate so long as it does 
not threaten the independency of the local churches . 
Those beli eving that the church universal as such should 
act would do well to ponder thoughtfully Campbell's 
reasoning. If there is a plan, a provision for some com-
bination of the local churches in the New Testament, 
where and what is it? If there is none, and if God yet 
intended for the church universal to have one, is not 
Campbell right in saying that man is left free to provide 
his own? If this be true, what objection then could there 
be to the missionary society stripped of its objectionabl e 
feat ures, for doing this work? 
Furthermore, if it be God's intention that the church 
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universal, as such, ,should act, and that through the elders 
of a local church, other questions arise. What criteria 
should be used in selecting out of all the congregations 
which local church will be the agency for the church _ 
universal? Do the elders of one local church scripturally 
have more power and authority than the elders of other 
local churches? Moreover, if it be God's intention that all 
congregations should act through the eldership of one, 
would not the refusal or neglect of the many congrega-
tions be sinful and treasonable? 
It is hoped the reader will not imagine the author 
has an "Axe to grind," or that he intends to fight any 
good work. The author in no sense of the term believes 
he has all the answers. He is trying to recognize what 
the problems are and is seeking for th e answers in the 
light of New Testament teaching. He mer ely poses these 
problems because he believes they are tremendously 
important, and because he believes many in the brother-
hood ar e not conscio us of them. If they merely challenge 
us to think, they will fulfill their intention. 
Campbell's Position 
But to return to Campbell, the great reformer, in line 
with his belief that God intended the church universal to 
act , wrote, " .... the writers of the New Testament never 
designed to lay down in detail a complete platform of 
church government." At a time when District Coopera-
tions were prevalent, Campbell said, ". . . . our present 
cooperative system is comparatively inefficient, and 
indaequate to the emergencies of the times and the 
cause we plead." He bemoaned the fact that "there are 
gathered a thousand and more communities spread over 
this great continent, without any systematic form of 
cooperation." He feared a retrograde movement unless 
something could be done to estab lish an organization 
such as he plan ned-the Am erican Christian Missionary 
Society . 
Campbell believed that the public interests of the 
church universal requir e public agents-"messengers"-
as do th e private interests of the church . . . . "In all 
things," he said, "pertaining to public interest, not of 
Christian faith, piety, or morality, the church of Jesus 
Christ in its aggregate character, is left free and 
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unshackl ed by any apostolic authority. This is the great 
point which I assert as of capital imp orta nce in any great 
conventiona l move ment or cooperation in advancing the 
public interests of a common Christianity and a common 
salvation." Campbell saw no need of a "thus saith th e 
Lord" as it r especte d th e society. "For my own part," he 
wrote, "I see no necess ity for any positive divine statutes 
in such matter s. What eve r, th en, secures the independ-
ence and individual re spon sibility of every particular 
Christian community, and at the same time leaves open 
to covenant ag re ement all ma tt ers of cooperation in 
promoting th e common cause of Christianity in the world 
fully satisfies my mind as to duty and obligation ." 
Campbell asser ted hi s belief that the Baptist Associa tion 
"divested of cer tai n obj ectionable app end ages," was th e 
"most acceptable form of cooperat ion in Chri ste ndom. " 
Shortly before the Convention of 1849 that esta b-· 
lished the Miss ionary Society, Ca mpb ell r eca lled for his 
brethr en' s benefit that he had been opposed to the dis -
solution of the Mahoning Associat ion , a nd that he believed 
"in a cha nging society," it wa s esse nti a l for elders and 
mes sengers of the chur ches to come tog eth er in r eg ular 
stipulated meeting s. 
It would be needless to continu e multiplying quota-
tions from Campbe ll. Th ese are given that a ll may 
und erstand his point of view. Many, who do not know 
what Campbell believed, are satis fied th a t he was wrong . 
IV 
Gospel Advocate 
The Gospel Advocat e resum ed publication in January, 
1866, after five years of silence occasioned by th e Civil 
War. David Lipscomb now stepped to the front. He was 
a humbl e, unassuming man of boundless faith in God. 
When Thom as Munnell, corresponding secretary of th e 
Kentu cky Christian Missionary Society , as ked Lip scomb 
how he expected to convert th e world by "unorganized 
cooperation" of churches, Lipscomb's reply was, " .. .. for 
our faith is of that character, that we believe if God had 
proposed to convert th e world through th e agency of the 
church, although I may fail to see how He will do it, 
nevertheless, H e is able to remove the difficulties and my 
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duty is in simple, trusting faith to do what He has 
commanded me and leave the result with Him . . .. " But 
few men in Israel have that kind of faith. 
Believing that the church was God's only divine 
agency for converting the world, David Lipscomb's edi-
torial policy in the Gospel Advocate tended to encourage 
the churches to greater service while building a distrust 
for human organizations to do the work of the church. 
For the first few years after th e war, the paper fought · 
furiously against what appeared to be insurmountable 
odds . Its circulation was larg ely in th e South, but it 
gained a surprising popularity even in the North . The 
Gospel Advocate rode the crest of immigration to Texas. 
It was not unu sual for a rider to cross the plains all day, 
stop at night at some friendly cabin, and find the occu-
pants reading an issue of the Advocate. The paper caused 
men to think. Although ther e were few men that had 
advanced as far as Lip scom b in their st udies of the 
question, still his opposition made them cock an eyebrow. 
Maybe Lipscomb had something! At lea st, iit was worth 
considering. 
John T. Poe had been reared in the Methodist Church. 
At the mourner's bench when he had "gotten religion," he 
found some relief. He was a Confederate soldier during 
the war. Sitting around the camp fire one night in 1864, 
Poe read in the New Testam ent about baptism, and 
concluded he had not been baptiz ed. Aft er the war, he 
returned to Huntsville, Texas, and unde r ,the preaching of 
J. W. D. Creath, pre sented himself for membership in the 
Baptist Church . Poe let Creath know th at he objected to 
many of the tea chings of th e Baptists but did want to be 
baptized to obey God. Very shortly, h e became one of ,the 
leading correspondents for the "Texas Baptist Herald ." 
When T. M. Sweeny came to Huntsvill e in May, 1867, 
and preached the simple, primitive gospel, Poe wa,s so 
impressed that he and his wife "bade adieu to sectarian 11~ii 
folly." 
The Gospel Advocate was soon placed in Poe's hands. 
He read Lipscomb's objections to Cooperation Meeitings. 
The light only slowly dawned, and then only after con-
siderable struggles with himself. Late in 1869, he wrote 
to Lipscomb saying that many of the brethren in Texas 
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thought him to be inconsistenit because he was always 
pulling down Cooper at ive Meetings without offering any 
better plan. At a general meeting in 1869, Poe found 
Texas brethren worried over these two questions: (1) 
What were Lipscomb's objections to 1the cooperation of 
churches sending out the gospel? (2) How can the 
churches most efficiently do the work of evang elization? 
Poe and his Texas brethren were yet uns ett led, but they 
were willing to think and inves tiga lte. Lip scomb was 
determined to help guide them in their thinking. 
Lipscomb on Cooperation 
When two men work in harmony wit h the same set 
of laws, Lipscomb pointed out, they nec essa rily cooperate, 
though they may do iit uncons ciously or unint entiona lly. 
He reminded Poe th at there was a distinction between 
cooperation and organization. Two fa rm ers, living as 
neighbors, work side by side. One has work to do that he 
cannot do himself . So, he asks the aid of his neighbo r. 
Each farmer, pursuing hi s own independent cour se, coop-
erates. The emergency that necessiwted th e call for aid 
ends, and the farm ers are left fre e of any encumbering 
machinery. 
Lipscomb conceded that some men conceived of 
cooperative efforts by forming organizations with a 
human head and human laws regulating the association. 
Banks, railroad companies, hum an governments, denomi -
national synods, and miss ionary societies all belong in 
this category. 
The congrega,tions of the Lord, Lipscomb contended, 
are by nature organized cooperative bodies, ordained by 
God. All work which is done in th ese bodies is true 
cooperative work. Ev ery individual in any part of the 
world, working in true -cooperation in th ese bodies, is 
necessarily cooperating with every other. 
Every organization, wrote Lips comb, partakes of the 
character of its organizer. All of men 's organiza1tio ns 
naturally "float into corr uption." "H ence our railroad 
compan ies, banks, political government, sectarian organi-
zations , and all other societies of human origin neces sarily 
are seething cauldrons that bre ed corruption and tend t o 
decay. It is 1the essenti al and leadi ng characteristic of all 
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human organizations .... We not only lack faith in 
human organizations .to promote or preserve moral and 
spiritual good, but we have strong faith that they neces-
sar ily promote corruption, weakness and death." 
The tendency of man has always been to improve 
upon the wisdom of God. There is a spirit in the church 
that is always crying out for the favor and popularity of 
the world. Men want the plaudits of the worldly wise but 
Lipscomb's faiith made his see that God had ordained no 
organized cooperation save the simple congregations of 
the Lord. He insist ed : "We sincerely and earnestly 
believe a ll organized bodies for religious purposes outside 
of, within, above or below the congregation of the Lord 
are sinful and tr easonab le." 
But when a church finds a work to do which it can-
not do alone, how shall it act then? Lipscomb answered, 
"Precisely as 1the family acts, when it finds itself unable 
to roll its own logs, rais e its own house, harvest its own 
grain or pick its own cotton. Let it make known its 
weakness and wants to its neares t sister congregations or 
congregation. And let !these congregations without any 
human organization, say whether they will aid the one 
ask ing aid or not and send the aid to sustain the teacher, 
or feed the poor, as congregations, without the inter-
vention of any human organizaltion. So soon then as the 
work is done each cong regat ion is left perfectly free to 
pursue its own course without any entang ling alliances, 
with burdensom e and frail machin ery or with its sister 
con grega tions." 
The emph as is h ere was placed where it belonged-
up on the local congregation. The emphasis, however, 
after the Civil War was generally upon doing !things in a 
"big" way. The tendency of man has always been to 
despise the day of small things. Lipscomb magnified the 
local church as God's only agency to convert the world. 
Wh en t en thousand local congregations, all following the 
same divine Jaws all work earnestly to save souls, each in 
Christian love caring for its own needy-when congrega-
tions do this, they are necessarily cooperating, for all 
are doing the work God intended and in the way God 
intended. Not being able to see any human machinery, 
they may be unconscious of cooperalting, but churches 
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functioning as God ordained them to operate are neces-
sarily and unavoidably cooperating . Combinations of 
churches, larger than a local congregation doing its own 
local work, were to be frowned upon. 
Forty years after Lipscomb expressed himself in this 
way to John T. Poe, some churches in Tennessee had this 
question arise again . This case must nexit be noticed. 
V 
Early in 1910, the Gospel Advocate carried the 
announcement of an important meeting to be held at Hen-
derson, Tennessee. This was to be a meeting of the elders 
and preachers of the various congregations in souithwest 
Kentucky, eastern Arkansas, northern Mississippi, and of 
course, west Tenn essee. They were to meet at the church 
at Henderson from January 25-28. The notice was signed 
by J. W. Dunn, G. A . Dunn , G. Dallas Smith, John R. 
Williams, N. B. Hardeman, L. D. Williams, W. Claude 
Hall, F. 0. Howell, D. A. Pa rish, and T. B. Thompson. 
The article said in part: "Fully appreciating the condi-
tion of the cause of Chris t in West Tennessee and adjacent 
territory, and knowing too, what great good can be 
accomplished by concerted action on the part of both 
preachers and churches, we desire to call a meeting of all 
loyal preachers and teachers of the gospel of Christ and 
all elders, with all who are interested in strengthening 
the walls of Zion and carrying the gospel to the lost, to 
meet at Henderson, Tennessee, on January 25-28, 1910." 
Lipscomb Criticizes Henderson Meeting 
David Lipscomb, now seventy-nine years old, slower 
by reason of age and yet still dogmatically wedded to 
some deep principles and conviotions, cocked an eyebrow 
when he saw the notice. In the next issue of the Advocate, 
he wrote: "Some of the brethren last week called for a 
meeting of the preachers and elders in West Tennessee. 
We do not doubt that these brethren iJJltend only the best 
for the churches, for themselves and for others. But I 
have been through and under these meetings so much 
that it surprises me to hear of such meetings .... I have 
seen much evil come out of them to the preachers and 
the people. I never saw any good come ouit of them to 
anyone .... It is scriptural to call one man in to teach 
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the members aright. But I never found an inspired man 
called in at a council of elders and preachers . Let us all 
individu ally and solidly try to stand on solid ground ." This 
was only a gentle reminder and in itself not too significant. 
The meeting was held as planned "that the brethren 
might get bet ter acquainted; learn from one another more 
of the conditions of this grea,t field of labor; mutually · 
encourage and inspire one another for the work of preach-
ing the gospel, and gain a more intimate knowledge of 
the Henderson school." Ther e was preaching each night, 
and discussions -on such subjects as, "The Work of An 
Evang elist, " "How May Churches Cooperate In Mission 
Work," "What Is Liberty?", "H ow To Lead Churches To 
Be More Lib era l," "The Kind of Hou ses and Lots To Buy" 
and "Sh all We Ad vertise ? But when F. L. Young of 
Deniton, Texas, wrote Lipscomb complim ent ing his notice 
of the meeting at Henderson, Lipscomb responded: 
"I have received a number of words of appr ova l of 
my suggestio ns abo ut unscript ur a l meeti ng s. I only 
desire in t heir incipiency to ca ll attent ion to the danger . 
I had no idea that a broth er who join ed in the ca ll intended 
any evil or wrong. But when men get away from th e 
scriptur e order to engage in unscriptural me etings, they 
have no rul e to guide them, save their own wisdom. (Jer. 
20:23.) We are no wiser than others if we cut loos e from 
God's order. I find no mee ting of elders and pre achers in 
the Bibl e, and I do not see what scriptur al work an 
un scriptur al meeti ng can do. Let us study the questions 
and follow the divine order." 
Meanwhil e the churches in Nas hville wer e having 
meetings on Sunday afternoon for all Bibl e teac hers. One 
week th e meeti ng would be held at one congregaJtion; the 
next week at still anoth er; and so on. J. C. McQuiddy, 
F . B. Srygley, C. A. Moor e would generally speak in a 
way "calc ulated to aro use int erest and enthusi asm in the 
work ." Th ese meeti ng s, McQuiddy explain ed, were simply 
of local congr egat ion s, and, as in any gospel meeting, 
people of other congr egations a:ttended. But these meet-
ings were to involve a short but heat ed discussion. 
Two weeks after the Hend erso n meeting G. Dallas 
Smith sent a report to the Gospel Advocate office. When 
McQuiddy received th e r eport, he turned i1t over to F. W. 
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Smith, F. B. Srygley, E. A. Elam, E . G. Sefell, and David 
Lipscomb. According to the report, they all understood 
Brother Smith to be saying t hat the board of elders of 
the Henderson church had been appointed to receive 1the 
contributions of the churches, to assume the "general 
oversight" of an evangelist in West Tennessee. The 
judgment of these men, as express ed by J. C. McQuiddy, 
was, "As th ere is no scriptural authority for one church 
controlling and direoting the funds of other churches, it 
appeared to those who read the article that Broth er 
Lipscomb was probably correct when he said: 'I find no 
meeting of elders and preachers in the Bible, and I do not 
see what scriptural work an unscriptural meeting can do'." 
These br ethren all believed thaJt this was a step in the 
wrong direction. McQuiddy th en returned the article to 
Smith, expressing to him the judgment of these other 
br et hren, telling him that if ,the article were published it 
would cause some "adverse cr iticism," and asking him 
whether, under these circumstances , he wanted it print ed. 
Freed vs. McQuiddy 
The ire of A. G. Freed was now aroused . Noticing 
the Nashville meetings and th e Henderson meetings, and 
seeing no differ ence, he wrote inquiring, 
"1. How is it 1that only good can come from one, and 
only evil from the other? 
2. How is it th at one is on 'solid ground' and the 
other on the -sand? 
3. How is it that th e Nashville gathering of preach -
ers, elders and teachers from the various churches was a 
'scriptural meeting' doing 'scriptural work,' and the one 
at Hend erson an 'unscriptural meeting' doing an 'unscrip-
tural work'? 
4. Why is it that some brethren who participated in 
the Nashville meeting stand ready to pass 'adverse 
criticism' on th e mee ting at Henderson? 
5. Why warn the br ethren against t he one and not 
against the ~ther? 
6. Why do some brethren approve of the warning of 
one and wink at the other?" 
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To this J. C. McQuiddy repHed, saying that he would 
rejoice 1to see the church at Henderson call a meeting to 
stir up its members to greater zeal; he would rejoice to 
see them support an evangelist in the field. "But, from 
an article that was sent to his office , and which was read 
by a number of able brethr en, the impression was received 
thait West Tennessee was to call the evangelist and that . 
the contributing churches throughout West Tennessee 
were to send their contributions to the elders of the 
Henderson church to send to th e evangelist, and 1that the 
church at Hender son had been asked to take the direction 
of the work and had consented to do so .. .. " McQuiddy 
insisted that the only "adverse criticism" about 1the 
Henderson church was occasioned when the brother wrote 
stating that the Henderson church was to direct the work 
and take charge of 1the funds raised by the cooperating 
churches" McQuiddy concluded . 
"The scri pture s establish clearly that in New Testa-
ment times the church communicated directly with the 
missionary in the fi eld. (Phil. 4 :15-17 .) Paul knew what 
church sent to his nece ssities . This is n01t true when the 
missionary society supports the laborer. The missionary 
cannot see through the board and know what church is 
fellowshipping him. As in New Testament times churches 
commanded, sent, communicated directly with, and 
received reports of the laborers in 1the field, if we have 
proper respect for divine example, we will not turn away 
from the church of God to a human society to do mission 
work." 
Controversy Concluded 
Once again David Lipscomb was called into the 
affair. J. W. Dunn, W. S. Long , Jr., A. 0. Colley, 
G. Dallas Smith, L. L. Brigance, A. G. Freed, G. D. 
Wharton, N. B. Hardeman, and W. H. Owen-all wrote to 
Lipscomb asking if he would kindly explain th e difference 
between the Hender son mee ting and the Nashville meet-
ing . Lipscomb's reply stated that he had never attended 
any of these Nash ville meetings but had inquired about 
them. He confessed he found nothing wrong in them 
"save by a failure to express themselves well." "I feared 
their example would lead others 1to engage in illegitimate 
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work." "in thefr work each congregation invites othel' 
persons interested to come and with them study the word 
of God and to encourage them to the more faithful dis-
charge of the du,ties of all Christians must perform in the 
worship of the church. This is not wrong." 
The report which J. C. McQuiddy had returned to 
G. Dallas Smith was later published in the Gospel Guide. 
The objectionable part of the report was as follows: 
"After this we again took up the 'West Tennessee Evan-
gelist.' This was discussed by Brother A. G. Freed and 
others. It was finally agreed that the Henderson church 
should select and put in the field an evangelist to work 
in the destitute places in West Tennessee. This work is 
to begin June 1. We practically agreed to do whait we can 
to interest the church in West Tennessee to cooperate 
with the Henderson church in supporting the evangelist.'' 
After quoting the above report, Lipscomb replied: 
"Now whait was that but the organization of a society in 
the elders of this church ? T,he church elders at Henderson 
constitute a board to collect and pay out the money and 
control the evangelist for the brethren of West Tennessee, 
and all the preachers are solicitors for this work. This 
very same course was pursued in Texas a number of years 
ago. The elders of the church at Dallas were made the 
supervisors of the work, received the money, employed 
the preacher, directed and •counseled him. For -a number 
of years they employed C. M. Wilmeth. He then dropped 
out of the work and the Texas Missionary Society took 
•the place. Other experiments along the same course have 
been made. All of them went into the society work." 
"All meetings of churches or officers of churches to 
combine more power than a single church possesses is 
wrong. God's power is in God's churches. He is with 
them to bless and strengthen their work when they are 
faithful to him. A Christian, Qne or more, may visiit a 
church wi<th or without an invitation and seek to stir 
them upto a faithful discharge of their duties. But for 
one or more to direct what and how all <the churches shall 
work, or to take charge of their men and money and use 
it, is to assume the authority God has given to each 
church. Each one needs the work of distributing and 
using its funds as well as in giving them.'' 
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Letters continued for a short time to come from 
G. Dallas Smith and A. G. Fr eed. They insisted that they 
had been misunderstood; that all they intended was for 
other churches to have fellowship with them in .supporting _ 
an evangelist, and that iit was not their intention of tak-
ing charge of funds from other congregations. McQuiddy 
complained that it was impossible to harmonize the state-
ments of Freed with Smith's article, at the same time, 
insiS1ting: "I disapprove the meeting at Henderson because 
it was represented by Brother Smith as proposing to do 
mission work by making the elders of the one church the 
board to take 'the gener al oversight' of work in which 
other churches were equally interested." McQuiddy 
solemnly affirmed that "t he work proposed is nothing 
less rthan a missionary society in embryo. The board of 
elders in Henderson is the board to control the funds 
contributed by not only the Henderso n church, but by all 
the churches of West Tenness ee. This is a combination 
larger than the organized church of the New Testament, 
which is the only organized body ordained by Jehovah 
for doing mission work." 
McQuiddy concluded t he whole discussion by saying, 
"As rthe brethr en at Henderson r eject our understanding 
of Brother Smith's language, we cheerfully accept their 
assurances that the church at Henderso n is not to take 
'the general oversight' and hope this will end the matter." 
And so, end the matter it did. The affair was not 
heard of again. 
VI 
Our Problem 
In five previous articles certa in historical facts on 
the subject of congregational cooperation briefly have 
been set forth . The author's only desire is to challenge 
brethren to think. It is hoped this hi s torical background 
will provide a vantage ground from which to survey the 
problem as it now confronts the church. The author has 
made every attempt to take an academic approach to the 
whole problem, hone s<tly and objectively to set forth these 
facts as the events of the restoration movement record 
them. The pioneers were not impeccabl e ; the church is 
und er no obligation today to submit to any imperious 
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demands from them. It is readily recognized that 1these 
men could be wrong. They often were. But the question 
now confronting us is, were they wrong on the subject of 
congregational cooperation? If so, how far? and why? 
Here is the problem the brotherhood faces. 
Forty..,two years ago, David Lipscomb, F. B. Srygley, 
F. W. Smiith, E. G. Sewell and E. A. Elam misunderstood 
the church at Henderson. They incorre ctly understood 
that the elders of the chur ch were receiving funds from 
many congregations and with these funds assuming th e 
"general oversight" of an evangelist in West Tennessee. 
Neither A. G. Freed nor G. Dallas Smith defended th e 
practice •these brethren condemned, simply alleging that 
the Henderson church was misunderstood and was not 
assuming this "general oversight" or receiving these 
funds. Forty-two years ago this practice was branded by 
McQuiddy as "nothing less than a missionary society in 
embryo." Lipscomb said it was a "step in the wrong 
direction," and asked: "Now what was 1that but the 
organization of a society in the elders of this church?" 
Today-forty two years later-one congregation 
assumes the responsibility of collecting a half-a-million 
dollars from the churches over the brotherhood and 
directing it into wha,t nobody doubts is a worthwhile 
project of preaching the gospel. Dozens of other congre -
gations are assuming the "general oversight" of evan-
gelists in many fields. Forty two years ago David 
Lipscomb, F. B. Srygley, E. A. Elam, and J. C. McQuiddy 
would have said this was a "step in the wrong direction," 
and "the organization of a society in 1the elders of the 
church." 
That some change has come over the church in its 
method of operating over the past forty-two years is too 
plain to be denied. This is neither good or bad in it self. 
But the very fact 1that the brotherhood's thinking has 
changed should present a challenge. On the one hand, it 
could mean that brethren are "stepping in the wrong 
direction," -that brethren are drifting away from their 
original moorings. If brethren are going in the way of 
digression, it is high time they find it out and turn 
around before it is too late. On the other hand, brethren 
may be more enlightened today than fovty two years ago; 
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-they may have more missionary zeal; they may not 
quibble over incidentals as much as forty years ago. 
Nevertheless, it should be inquired, which way are we 
going? Clustered around this question are implications 
of vast and important consequences. 
Causes of the Change 
It may be almost useless to inquire into the causes 
of 1this change in the brotherhood. Certainly all recognize · 
that a new generation has been born, and that this gen-
eration is unacquainted with the problems and principles 
the pioneers faced. "Our schools" generally have done a 
pitiful job along this line._ It is highly dangerous to oad 
young preachers with dynamic missionary zeal and turn 
them loose on the church with almost no knowledge of 
basic principles. In the past forty years, brethren have 
faced many other issues-chief of which is premillen-
nialism-and consequently, have neglected re-affirming 
these old principles involved in the whole problem of 
congregaitional cooperation. It is very difficult to meet 
the abtack of the enemy at one point in the battle line 
without momentarily forgetting that other points in that 
lin e need continually to be strengthened. In short, over 
1the last forty years very litJtle attention has been given 
to the subject of congregational cooperation. The result 
is a new generation has arisen that has merely assumed 
without questioning it, that the way to do mission work 
was for all congregations 1to give through the eldership 
of one church. It is high time the whole question be 
re-thought out, and to encourage brethren to do this has 
been the chief purpose of these articles. 
Obstacles 
It may as well be admitted, however, that any 
re-investigaition that is done will encounter some grave 
and serious obstacles. Foremost among these is the fact 
of previous committments already made by many elders. 
A congregaition that has committed itself to raise any-
where from twenty-five thousand to half-a-million dollars 
from among the churches is hardly in a position to do any 
honest, objective thinking on the subject. As preachers 
tell denominational people, they are likely to read the 
Bible to defend a present practice rather than objectively 
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seek for the truth. This is not to impugn anybody's 
honesty or motives. But it is folly not to face the fact of 
the frailty of men. It is stupid •to assume that everybody 
in the world is basically dishonest, except our brethren. 
The fact is that our brethren in all honesty and sincerity 
could study the Bible with as much prejudice as anybody. 
Knowing the frailty of man, the constant tendency to 
defend what we practice, rather than being thoroughly 
objective presents something of a barrier to re-investiga-
tion of the whole problem . 
The fact of prevailing inconsistencies also presents 
an obstacle to an objective search ·of the question. Let a 
brother today take the same position as David Lipscomb 
and J. M. McQuiddy, and someone is likely to re-investi-
gate his personal practices and discover that fifteen years 
ago he practiced the opposit e that he now teaches. This 
frequently does happen, and understandably so. It is 
entirely conceivable that a person growing up in an 
atmosphere where he mer ely assumes a certain point is 
true will act one way; and, when his thinking is chal-
lenged, he studies the question, changes his mind, he will 
act in an entirely different way. The only way that 
occurrences like these can be stopped is for brethren to 
close their minds, refuse to think, and dogmatically assert 
that they will never change on anything. 
A third major obstacle to an objective study of the 
question centers itself again around the frailty of man. 
Few people are interested in truth for truth's sake. 
Allegiances to "our papers," to "big preachers," to certain 
schools, etc., have a tendency to color our minds. Persons 
with personal bias in favor of ·one paper, one school, or 
one type of big preacher will seriously investigate only 
one side of the question, and refuse to see both sides. 
Again, this is not to deny to anybody personal integrity; 
it is only honesty to recognize the frailties that all of us 
have. 
In the language of David Lipscomb: "Let us study 
the questions and follow the divine order." 
VII 
Brother Brewer's Criticism 
It is almost vitally important in the discussion of 
~ 
any historical subject that all of the facts be accurately 
stated, and the conclusions logically drawn. There is the 
ever- pr ese nt danger of reading past events in the light of 
present-day controversies. It is admittedly difficult when 
one is writing abo ut eve nt s that occurred before his time 
to be sure that he unde rstands t he facts of which he is 
writing, and the life -setting out of which they grew. An 
hon est student will carefully screen the information at 
hand, being careful to s tate it in its true light. 
Thi s attempt was mad e in a lengthy series of six 
art icles r ecently printed in the Gospel Advocate entitled, 
"Congregational Cooperation-A Histori ca l Study ." In 
the cours e of the series reference was made to a meeting 
held in Hender son, Tennes see , in January, 1910 which 
resulted in the selection of a preacher to evangelize the 
fields of W est Tenn essee. Th e churches of that a rea were 
to sen d their money to the elders in Henderson who had 
the responsibility of directing the work of the evangelist. 
In t he discussion David Lip scomb and J. C. McQuiddy 
were quoted as objecting to this method of working. 
Br ot her G. C. Br ewer in replying to a letter from 
Broth er C. E.W. Dorr is in t he August 6, 1953 issue of the 
Gospel Advocate refers to the treatment of this episode 
saying, "Here we have a very fine illustr atio n of people' s 
reading things that happe ned befo r e they were born and 
reading th em in the light of circumstances in which the 
reader lives instead of the circ umstances und er which the 
writing was done." Broth er Br ewe r then, thinks that 
these articles mi srep resente d the case, giving an interpre-
tation to Broth er Lipscomb which does not belong there. 
In fact, Broth er Br ewer says with strong emphasis, "I 
am going to tell you in emphatic terms that this point 
was not even in the discu ssio n, and Broth er Lipscomb's 
criticism was not agai nst this method of cooperation." 
Th e purpo se of th at series of articles on "Congrega-
tional Cooperation" was to give the background of the 
controversy to help in the current inv est igation. The 
author tri ed objectively to state historical facts; neither 
defe nding nor cr iticizing th e positions taken. Brother 
Brewer has called in qu estio n the historical accuracy of 
so~1e .of these facts. It is the purpos e her e to see if 
Br«;>th~! }3rewer 's criticism is itse lf accurate. 
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Brother Br ewer has the advantage of having lived at 
the time and near the place of the particular meeting in 
question. Since this gathering occurred long before the 
author was born, all he knows about it is what was 
reported in the Gospel Advocate. This is a disadvantag e 
in one sense of the term. In writing about events occuring 
before one is born, he is likely to miss the true issues at 
stake. But it should be equally evident that because an 
individual is alive at the time of a controversy does not 
mean that he himself neces sar ily underst ands the real 
point at issue. Although Brother Brewer was ali ve when 
the 1910 meeting at Henderson occurred, and, as he says, 
a student at the Nashville Bible School at the time, there 
is no guarantee that he fully grasped all the significant 
points in the controversy . Nor is there any positive proof 
that in forty-three years, Brother Brewer's memory may 
not hav e slipped. 
Th e information in the series on "Congregational 
Coopera tion" was gained from the writt en records in th e 
Advocate. Thes e records still say exactly what they were 
purported to have said in that series, Brother Brewer's 
memory to the contrary notwithstanding. 
The Historical Facts 
In reviewing th e facts of this meeting, it perhaps 
would help clarify matters to itemize them. 
1. This meeting was called. In an article signed by 
J. W. Dunn, G. A. Dunn, G. Dallas Smith, John R. 
Williams, N. B. Hardeman, L . D. Williams, W. Claud e 
Hall, F. 0 . How ell, D. -A. Parish , and T. B. Thompson 
an invitation was sent out for all "loya l preach ers and 
teachers of the gospel of Christ and all elders, with all 
who are interested in strengthening the walls of Zion 
and carrying the gospel to the lost" to meet at the church 
of Christ in Henderson, Tennessee, on January 25, 1910 
at ten o'clock in the morning. 
2. The purpose of the call. The purpose was "to 
better acquaint ourselves with each other and our duty 
to this gr eat field of labor." The callers made it clear 
that they were not coming together to have a "gay time" 
or "organize a missionary society." (Gospel Advocate, 
Jan. 13, 1910, p. 59.) 
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8. David Lipscomb objected to the meeting. After 
the call was printed in the Advocate, Lipscomb objected 
saying, "We do not doubt that these brethren intend only 
the best for the churches, for themselves and others. But . 
I have been through and under these meetings so much 
that it surprises me to hear of such meetings .... I have 
seen much evil come out of them to the preachers and the 
people. I never saw any good come out of them." 
Brother Brewer injects some personal history into 
the story at this point. He re-entered the Nashville Bible 
School in January, 1910, having preached at Lexington, 
Tennessee, the previous fall. He recalls a spirit of rivalry 
between West and Middle Tennessee in this early day, 
and insists he took some criticism because he was accused 
of "tattling" to Brother Lipscomb that the meeting was 
called by the National Teache11s' Normal and Business 
College at Henderson. Brethren who called the gathering, 
Brother Brewer remembers, lived as much as 200 miles 
from each other. "This meeting," says Brother Brewer, 
"was not a congregation's selecting a missionary and 
asking other congregations to help in his support, but 
this was the 'meeting' that selected a missionary for West 
Tennessee and the missionary was J. W. Dunn." 
Brother Brewer's point is that Brother Lipscomb 
objected only to this meeting, not to the method of con-
gregational cooperation agreed upon. "It was not the 
work nor the method of doing the work," says Brother 
Brewer, "that Brother Lipscomb criticized." What was 
the point of his criticism? Brother Brewer says that it 
was "this selection of an evangelist and the appointment 
of a church by a 'meeting' that Brother Lipscomb ques-
tioned and criticized." 
It should be recalled that at the meeting, the elders 
of the Henderson church were asked if they would assume 
the directing responsibilities for an evangelist in the 
destitute fields of West Tennessee. The elders agreed to 
do it, and other congregations were asked to send support 
to the elders of the Henderson church for this work. Now 
it was to the meeting, in the first place, not to the matter 
of other churches sending support through the elders at 
Henderson that displeased Brother Lipscomb. This is 
Brother Brewer's point. 
31 
But here is where there is wide disagreement betweerl 
the written record and Broth er Brewer's memory . 
Oddly enough, Brother Br ewer admits that the "point 
of the church's receiving these funds and disbursing them" 
was brought in, in the controversy that followed, but 
insists that the issue in the controv ersy was the meeting 
itself. "I know," says Broth er Brewer, "very well that this 
was the point in the controversy, for I was in it and got 
some blame for the criticism that was made against it." 
Now to continue with the records. 
4. David Lipscomb did object to supporting an evan-
gelist in West Tennessee by the many churches sending 
their funds to the elders of the church at Henderson. 
J. C. McQuiddy, upon receiving G. Dallas Smith's written 
report of the meeting at the Advocate office, said that 
from this letter "t he impression was received that West 
Tennessee was to call the evangelist and that the con-
tributing churches throughout West Tennessee were to 
send their contributions to the elders of the Henderson 
church to send to the evangelist, and that the church at 
Henderson had been asked to take the direction of the 
work and had consented to do so." 
Obviously J. C. McQuiddy understood that the method 
of cooperation was open to serious question. But, did 
David Lipscomb so und ersta nd it? 
Lipscomb, quoting from Smith's report in the Gospel 
Guide, printed the following: 
After this we ag ain took up the "West Ten-
nessee evangelist ." This was discussed by 
Brother A. G. Freed and others. It was finally 
agreed that the Henderson church should select 
and put in the field an evangelist to work in th e 
destitute places in West Tenness ee. This work 
is to begin June 1. We practically agreed to do 
what we can to interest the churches in West 
Tennessee to cooperate with the Henderson 
church in supporting the eva ngelist. 
On the basis of this report, David Lipscomb replied as 
follows: 
Now what was that but the organization of 
a society in the elders of this church? The chur ch 
elders at Henderson constitute a board to collect 
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and pay out the money and control the evangelist 
for the brethren of West Tennessee, and all the 
preachers are solicitors for this work. This very 
same course was pursued in Texas a number of 
years ago. The elders of the church at Dallas 
were made the supervisors of the work, received 
the money, employed the preacher, directed and 
counseled him. For a number of years they em-
ployed C. M. Wilmeth. He then dropped out of 
the work and the Texas Missionary Society took 
the place. Other experiments along the same 
course have been made. All of them went into 
the society work. 
All meetings of churches or officers of 
churches to combine more power than a single 
church possesses is wrong. God's power is in 
God's churches. He is with them to bless and 
strengthen their work when they are faithful to 
Him . A Christian, one or more, may visit a 
church with or without an invitation and seek 
to stir them up to a faithful discharge of other 
duties. But for one or more to direct what and 
how all the churches shall work, or to take 
charge of their men and money and use it, is to 
assume the authority God has given to each 
church. Each one needs the work of distributing 
and using its funds, as well as in giving them. 
(Gospel Advocate, March 24, 1910, p. 364.) 
It is true, as Brother Brewer points out, that Brother 
Lipscomb objected to the meeting that was called . But it 
is equally true that Brother Lipscomb objected to this 
method of cooperation. This is not an attempt to defend 
Brother Lipscomb's position, but only to defend the 
historical accuracy of the report given in the series of 
articles on "Congregational Cooperation ." 
If these written records are true, then Brother Brewer 
either did not fully understand the issue at stake in 1910 
or in the past forty-three years his memory has slipped. 
One thing is certain: it is impossible to harmonize 
Brother Brewer's present understanding of that brief 
controversy with the records in the Gospel Advocate . 
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